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BeforeSTEELE, Chief Justice]JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 2f' day of October 2010, upon consideration of theegpt’s
opening brief and the record beldit,appears to the Court that:

(1) The defendant-appellant, George K. Trammadll(“George”),
filed an appeal from the Court of Chancery’s Apfjl 2010 order, which
denied his objection to the February 9, 2010 decisf the Master in
Chancery to remove him as administrator of thetestd George K.

Trammell, Jr. (the “decedent”), and install theimi&-appellee, Kermick

! Because the appellee failed to submit an answériied, the Court, on July 22, 2010,
directed that the appeal would be decided on tkeés lud the opening brief and the Court
of Chancery record.



Braxton Trammell, Sr. (“Kermick”), as successor austrator’ For the
reasons that follow, we conclude that the Coui€léncery’s April 7, 2010
order must be affirmed.

(2) The record reflects that the decedent diegstate in 2008. His
son, George, was appointed administrator of histestAnother son of the
decedent, Kermick, filed a petition to remove Geoag the administrator.
The petition was heard in the first instance aearimg presided over by the
Master in Chancery. While Kermick’s principal complaint was that Gger
failed to share information about the estate amdagsets with him, the
Master in Chancery found a number of alternativeugds upon which to
remove George as administrator.

(3) First, George previously was convicted of foygin the
Second Degree. Second, George falsely descrilmaselfias the sole next
of kin of the decedent in his verified petition $erve as administrator.
Third, George failed to file the required estateemtory and accounting. At
the hearing before the Master in Chancery, Geotged that he did not
disclose Kermick's existence on the petition beeahs wanted to limit

Kermick’s involvement in the estate. George alstesl that the decedent’s

2 Ct. Ch. R. 144.
3Ct. Ch. R. 136.



wish was to have the assets of the estate pady swleim, the position he
takes in the instant appeal.

(4) Under the Delaware statutes governing estaletsers of
administration may not be granted to “a person wbed of a crime
disqualifying the person from taking an oathPorgery is a crime involving
making, completing, executing, authenticating, iisguor transferring a
written instrument without proper authorization lwihe intent to defraud,
deceive or injure another persbron the ground that forgery is the type of
crime that would prevent the swearing of an effecthath’ the Master in
Chancery determined that George was statutorilyit utd serve as
administrator of the decedent’'s estate. The Maste€Chancery further
determined that, even if George were not statyt@récluded from serving
as the administrator, his failure to comply witty arf the most fundamental
duties of an administrator would warrant his remavany casé.

(5) We find no legal error or abuse of discretoonthe part of the
Master in Chancery in removing George as admiristraf the decedent’s
estate. On the record before us, we concludethiedindings of the Master

in Chancery were fully supported by the evidencduadd at the hearing.

* Del. Code Ann. tit. 12, §1508.
® Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, §861.
® In Re Estate of Jackson, Del. Ch., No. 99783, Allen, Ch. (Jan. 18, 1993).

" Del. Code Ann. tit. 12, §1541.



We further find no error or abuse of discretiontba part of the Court of
Chancery in denying George’s objection to his reah@s administrator of
the decedent's estate. We conclude, thereforé, thiegajudgment of the
Court of Chancery must be affirmed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Court ofa@bery’'s
April 7, 2010 order is AFFIRMED.
BY THE COURT:

/sl Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice




